ii2	JURISDICTION
aggrieved party in such cases is to follow the wrongdoer to
his place of residence in accordance with the maxim actor
sequitur forttm rei.
Consc-     Owing to considerations of this nature an entirely new kind
introd^ of jurisdiction, generally called 'assumed' jurisdiction, was intro-
tion of duced by the Common Law Procedure Act, 1852, which gave
'"JS^the courts a discretionary power to summon absent defen-
tion dants, whether English or foreign. The exercise of this juris-
diction is now governed by Order i r of the Rules of the
Supreme Court which empowers the court, upon an applica-
tion to it being made, to permit the service of a writ of sum-
mons upon an absent defendant in the circumstances which
will be enumerated below. Rule 6 of the Order specifies the
method by which service is to be effected. If the defendant is
a British subject, no matter in what part of the world he may
be, or if he is a foreigner present in * British Dominions' the
writ itself must be served upon him. In all other cases service
of notice of the writ is essential. Thus the writ itself must be
served upon a defendant in Eire.1
Discretion- It is essential to appreciate that the right of jurisdiction
ofTsmmcd conferred by this Order differs from that which is recognized
jurisdiction at common law, for whether it shall be exercised or not in any
given case lies within the discretion of the court. It is a jurisdic-
tion, that may> not which must, be exercised. The Order is not
imperative. It merely confers upon the court *a new power
which it is enabled to exercise in particular cases which seem
to it to fall within the spirit as well as the letter of the various
classes of case provided for'.2 Thus leave to serve a writ will
be refused if England is not the forum convenient, as, for
example, where the defendant is a foreigner resident abroad
and where the circumstances do not justify the expense and
inconvenience which he will suffer from a trial in England.3
It has been recognized by the Court of Appeal that if in the
circumstances the construction of the Order is at all doubtful
it-should be resolved in favour of the defendant; and also that,
since the application for leave is made ex parte> full a$d fair
1	Hume Pipe and Concrete Construction Co. Ltd. v. Moracrete Ltd., [1942]
iK.B. 189.
2	Johnson v. Taylor Bros., [1920] A.C. 144, 153,^ Lord Haldane.
3	Roslerv. Hilbery, [1925] i Ch. 250, 259; In re Schintz, [1926] Ch. 710,
716; SociA/ Gtntrale de Paw v. Dreyfus Brothers (1885), 29 ChJD. 239,
242; George Monro Ltd. v. American Cyanamid and Chemical Corp., [1944]
i K.B. 432; The Metamorphosis, [1953] i W.L.R. 543.

